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Art Unit: 1711 

DETAILED ACTION 

The rejections not addressed below are deemed withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

Claims 1-3 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
US Patent 5,745,627 to Arroyo et al., (hereinafter “Arroyo”). 

The rejection stands as per reasons of record. Newly added limitation “ wherein 
the introducing of the plurality of voids reduces a density of the polymeric material and 
promotes a decrease in a bulk modulus of the polymeric material " is inherently met by 
the polymeric foams disclosed by the reference. See detailed discussion below. 

Claims 1-3 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
W099/36820 to SUN Microsystems Inc., (hereinafter “SUN”). 

The rejection stands as per reasons of record. 

Claims 1-4, and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
EP 660082 to Andrew A.G.. 

The rejection stands as per reasons of record. 

Claims 1-3 and 14-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated 
by EO 752603 to W.L. gore and Associates (hereinafter “W.L. Gore”). 

The rejection stands as per reasons of record. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102/103 

Claims 21-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as anticipated by or, in the 
alternative, under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over Andrew AG. 

The rejection stands as per reasons of record. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

Claims 5 and 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Andrew A.G. in combination with US 5,706,175 to Takei. 

The rejection stands as per reasons of record . 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 4-7-2006 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. The applicants argue that they avoid rejection under 35 USC 102 (b) by 
introducing in the claims the language “introducing a plurality of voids into a polymeric 
material, wherein the introducing of the plurality of voids reduces a density of the 
olymeric material and promotes a decrease in a bulk modulus of the polymeric 
material ." 

The applicants argue that the references do not teach this limitation. This 
arguments are not only unpersuasive, they are not understood on a common sense 
level. Introducing voids in ANY bulk material when the density of that material (without 
voids) is greater that the density of voids inherently reduces the density of the material. 
Since the voids are of gaseous nature or hallow microballons, their density is 
ingerently significantly lower than that of a polymeric material. It is not seen how 
introduction of voids can result in anything else but the reduction in density of the 
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polymeric material. This is the prime reason of introducing bubbles into polymeric 
materials or creating foamed (actual or syntactic) - to obtain light weight, or reduced 
density materials as compared to unfoamed polymeric materials. Therefore even 
though the referenced do not expressly state that foaming polymeric materials result in 
reduced density, this is the only logical and inherent results of introducing voids 
(foaming) into a polymeric material. Similarly, a decrease in bulk modulus inherently 
results from introduction of voids in ANY bulk material. This position is supported by 
the applicants own disclosure which states on page 6, as a matter of fact or as a 
common knowledge that “introduction of the voids 208 into the polymeric material 204 
reduces the density of the polymeric material 204. The introduction of the voids 208 
into the polymeric material 204 also promotes a decrease in a bulk modulus of the 
polymeric material 204. In a further example, the introduction of the voids 208 into the 
polymeric material 204 promotes the decrease in the bulk modulus without 
substantially altering a Young's modulus of the polymeric material 204.” 

As discussed in the previous office action, Arroyo discloses a cable comprising a 
central conductor (14) (stress sensitive component) buffered with a foamed polymeric 
material. Making the foam polymeric material inherently includes a step of introduction 
of plurality of voids in a polymeric material (in the instant case - polyester). As 
discussed above, making foams inherently results in decreased density and reduced 
bulk modulus whether or not the reference expressly addresses this property. Thus, the 
newly added limitation does not obviate the anticipation rejection over Arroyo. 
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The applicants further argue that W099/36829 does not disclose that the buffer 
layer of plastic foam is a polymeric material as recite in applicant's claim 1 . This 
argument is very puzzling, since the examiner can not understand what the applicants 
are trying to say by this argument. The reference expressly states that the plastic foam 
is made from for example, polyethylene, which is, to a common knowledge of any 
chemist, a polymeric material by it very definition - -POLYethylene- means 
polymerized ethylene or polymeric material having ethylene monomeric units. Also, 
the applicants are referred to ANY dictionary for a common definition of “plastic” as “a 
synthetic material made from organic polymers , that can be moulded into shape while 
soft and then set into a rigid or slightly elastic form” (emphasis added). Further 
similarly to arguments with respect to Arroyo, whether the reference discloses 
reduction in density and bulk modulus or not, such reduction inherently results from 
introduction of voids into a bulk material. 

The same very response applies to the applicants argument that EP 660082 
does not expressly disclose reduction in density and decrease in bulk modulus. The 
applicants argument with respect to EP 660082 teaching “use of Young’s modulus of 
the gel rather than decrease in bulk modulus of polymeric material”, again, is not 
understood. It is not clear what “use of Young’s modulus” has to do with disclosure of 
reduction in bulk modulus. Any bulk material has Young’s modulus and certain 
applications of certain materials require specific Young’s modulus. How this related to 
disclosure of decreased bulk modulus (which, by the way may not, according to 
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disclosure on page 6 of the instant specification, even have any effect on Young’s 
modulus) or to the claimed limitation is totally unclear. 

The present the same very arguments regarding the other reference, i.e., EP 
752603, and again the examiner repeats that introduction of voids, or forming a 
polymeric foam, inherently meets the claimed limitation of in decreased density and 
reduced bulk modulus whether or not the reference expressly addresses these 
properties or effects. 

'Thus, the arguments are not found persuasive and all of the art rejections stand 
as per reasons of record.. 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Irina S. Zemel whose telephone number is (571)272- 
0577. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 9-5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner’s 
supervisor, James Seidleck can be reached on (571)272-1078. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 

Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Irina S. Zemel 
Primary Examiner 

ISZ 




